The aim of this study is to determine the relationship between Transformational (TFL)/ Transactional (TSL) leadership and employees' Innovative Work Behavior (IWB), through a mediation and moderation model. The proposed model postulates that Organizational Climate for Innovation (OCI) and Organizational Absorptive Capacity (OAC) exert a mediating role whereas Employees´ Work Engagement (EWE) has a moderating effect in such relationship. A total of 267 Colombian workers from different kind of companies completed a reliable battery of questionnaires. The sample was collected through the MBA programs from two recognized universities located in Bogotá, Colombia. Structural equation modeling and hierarchical regression analyses were used to test the proposed model. According to the results, there is a direct and positive relationship between TFL and IWB as was expected. However, contrary to what had been hypothesized, TSL demonstrated to exert the same positive linkage. OCI and OAC showed its mediator effect in the relationship between TFL/TSL and IWB, nevertheless, this effect was less strong than when the relationship between theses variables was direct. On the contrary, EWE does not exert a moderator effect in this relationship as it was posited, but shows a significant and direct relationship with IWB. This research allows assert that leadership influences IWB, either directly or mediated by organizational variables. These results contribute to extent the literature in a scarcely studied field, by testing an empirical model.
Introduction
Innovation is crucial for the development, the sustainability and the competitiveness of companies in the current economy. Globalization processes and unpredictable changes in market conditions increase the complexity of the demands that the companies have to face (González-Roma, 2008) . This contextual condition requires that companies have to be prepared to change permanently, to be flexible and to sense the business environment to achieve a dynamic adaptation to this complex context. For this reason, scholars argue that innovation is the best strategy to allow firms to be more competitive, deal with increasing customer expectations and maintain their position in marketplaces (Fay, Shippton, West, & Patterson, 2015; Hoch, 2013; Shafie, Siti-Nabiha, & Tan, 2014; Subramaniam & Youndt, 2005) . Hence, an important theoretical and practical enquiry is to understand how organizations should be led in order to improve their innovation capabilities (Hoch, 2013) making the firms more competitive and more likely to survive in a highly complex business world. In doing so, the firms' innovation capabilities depends − to an important extent − on the companies' workers abilities. This means, which at the individual level is relevant to study the Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB) in order to understand how innovation can be enhanced within the organizations. In this regard, some studies have found that leadership practices exert some influence on this employees' behaviour as well as other organizational variables. However, in spite of these recent findings, the results are still inconclusive and even in some cases, are opposite.
We argue that this situation could be related to several issues, among them; the complexity of IWB as individual behavior linked to an organizational variables not completely studied, the lesser attention that this concept has received in the innovation field, cultural issues scarcely studied, diverse methodological approaches that avoid to compare results, studies limited to few variables and scarcity of more integrated models that allow to understand the IWB as an complex organizational phenomena. Regarding this issue, this research seeks to contribute to this field by proposing and testing an IWB model, based on variables that have shown some relationship with employee's innovative behavior. In this model, transformational and transactional leadership (TFL/TSL) styles might influence the IWB directly or through a mediator or moderator variables, both at the organizational and the individual's level.
It is clear that employees' innovative capacity is not an isolated behavior as it goes beyond to personal traits. There is evidence regarding some factors that exert influence on employees' innovative behavior, especially, those that involve managerial and organizational issues (Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, Schippers, & Stam, 2010) . This employees´ behavior arises under determined conditions of the organizational context whose characteristics can potentially inhibit or encourage the innovative behavior in its employees. Accordingly, we proposed a hypothetical conceptual model where leadership practices might influence IWB in a direct way or mediate by two organizational variables: Organizational Climate for Innovation (OCI) and Organizational Absorptive Capacity (OAC). At the same time, we propose that Employees' Work Engagement (EWE) moderates the relationship between leadership and IWB at the individual level.
In the next section, the theoretical framework of the IWB model is given. We provide an overview of the literature related to the variables under study and the propound relationships among them. Then, according to the proposed model, we formulate our hypotheses. After that, we explain the research methodology and outcomes of the analysis. We apply a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to analyze the model structure, testing the hypothesized relationships among variables. Finally, we discuss our findings and suggest further studies, ending with practical implications for the management field.
Innovative Work Behavior (IWB)
Innovation is not only a concept related to producing new products or services, but also it is a wider notion addressed to the generation of new processes or practices into the organizational context that benefits the consumers (Shin & Zhou, 2003) . As a process, innovation involves novelty, creativity, research, and organizational tendency to support new ideas to achieving competitive advantages in dynamic contexts (Khan, Nawaz, & Khan, 2015) . Likewise, at the individual level, innovation can be understood as a process developed, transmitted, and transformed by individuals, work teams or networks, at different levels of the organization (Axtell, Holman, & Wall, 2006; King & Anderson, 2002) . In this context, from the individual approach of innovation, the concept of Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) arises as a critical concept for competitiveness and the companies' long-term survival (George & Zhou, 2002; Runco, 2004; Scott & Bruce, 1994) , making innovative employees the main asset for today's organizations (De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, & Van Hootegem, 2014) . However, in spite of its recognized importance and its growing academic interest to understand the organizational and individual variables that underlie the employees' innovation behavior, our knowledge is still limited (Shafie, et al., 2014) .
IWB is defined as an employee's action addressed to the generation, application and implementation of new ideas, products, processes, and methods from his or her job position, department unit, or organization. This is an individual and intentional behavior oriented toward the introduction of new useful ideas, processes, procedures, and products (Farr & Ford, 1990) . A few years later, Scott and Bruce (1994) defined this term as a complex behaviour composed by the generation, the promotion and the realization of ideas, all of them considered as behavioural tasks. Similarly, Janssen (2000) defines IWB as "the intentional creation, introduction and application of new ideas within a work role, group or organization, in order to benefit role performance, the group, or the organization" (p.288). Then, De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) assert that IWB is a process composed of four dimensions: exploration, generation, championing, and implementation of ideas. More recently, De Spiegelaere, et al. (2014) describe IWB as an "employee behavior oriented to generation, introduction and application (within a role, group or organization) of ideas, processes, products or procedures, new and intended to benefit the relevant adoption" (p.144). It is necessary to notice that all these definitions are quite similar. There is scholar consensus regarding that IWB is a concept centered in the employee´s outcomes through a set of behaviors that are intentional and can be experienced from different levels of the organization.
It is important to distinguish between creativity and IWB, two related notions that frequently tend to overlap each other. Although by definition, innovative behavior involves both, generation and implementation of new ideas (Khan, et al., 2015) , some authors assert that innovation is more related to the implementation of ideas whereas creativity might be more related to the generation of ideas. Thus, creativity is a previous process characterized by people´s capacity to establish new links between objects, concepts and materials.
Transformational / Transactional Leadership (TFL/TSL) and Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB)
Leadership concept and the proposed theories around this term have been changing according to paradigms, cultural matters, organizational tendencies, organizational requirements, companies and business context demands among others factors. The organizations of this century have to operate in a globalized and highly competitive world characterized by rapid and unpredictable changes into an uncertain environment. Thus, the necessity to understand the leadership emerges from the companies' need to adjust their operations to the current markets' demands. Likewise, to promote leaders that facilitates permanent organizational changes through their innovative behavior of their employees.
In the proposed model, we chose the transformational and transactional leadership approach due to its robustness and because there is empirical evidence about the relationship between these leadership styles and IWB. However, as was previously pointed out by Kahai, Sosik, and Avolio (2003) , and Pieterse et al. (2010) , the evidence of this relationship is still scarce and it is crucial to extend the existent literature to provide more empirical findings. Indeed, Pieterse, et al., (2010) point out that our understanding of how leadership practices may influence the employees' innovative behaviour is incipient and this topic should receive more attention from scholars due to its importance for companies today, which should operate in an unpredictable and changing environment. In this context, the employees acquire a relevant role to facilitate the insertion of the companies to this complex context, by promoting permanent changes into the companies, through the innovative behaviors.
As might be expected, due to its features, transformational leadership has shown more evidence about its relationship with IWB than transactional leadership. Transformational leaders strengthen the employees' capacity of achievement by promoting their innovation potential through Inspirational Motivation, Individualized Consideration, Intellectual Stimulation and the self-confidence among the organizational members (DuBrin, 2012; Bass & Avolio, 2000) . Likewise, one of the most important characteristics of transformational leadership is the building of trust between collaborators, organization and leaders who share a common vision and create an organizational collective sense. In addition, this kind of leaders usually have and foster good internal and external communication networks, which joined with a trustful relationship, allow the exchange of knowledge and generate new ideas. This situation is at the core of innovation (Jung, Wu, & Chow, 2008) .
The inspirational motivation, other component of transformational leadership, stimulates and challenges the followers to achieve the organizational goals whereas intellectual stimulation, inspires employees to be more creative and innovative to solve problems (Bass & Avolio, 2000) , promoting an exceptional work performance and a higher tendency to generate new ideas and be more innovate (Ismail, Mohamad, Mohamad, Rafiuddin, & Zhen, 2010) . Lastly, transformational leaders generate commitment in their employees through sharing values, giving an optimistic view and fostering an effective communication among the organizational members promoting an adequate environment to innovate. Thus, transformational leaders are considered as change agents who initiate, implement, and institutionalize new orientations in the organizations with their work teams establishing new practices based on innovative visions and new ideas (Waldman & Bass, 1991) . According to the latter, transformational leadership has been related to organizational innovation processes (Gumusluoglu & Llsev, 2009; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) and with Innovative Work Behavior (Afsar, Badir, & Bin, 2014; Boerner, Eisenbeiss, & Griesse, 2007; De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Jung et al., 2003; Khan, Aslam, & Riaz, 2012; Khaola & Sephelane, 2013; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002; Pieterse et al., 2010; Waldman and Bass, 1991) , although Basu & Green (1997) found a negative relationship. However, and in spite of this evidence, the findings are still scarce and inconsistent (Pieterse, et al., 2010) .
In contrast, transactional leadership has received less attention in relation to innovative behavior, probably because this style of leadership is more task-oriented and toward the maintaining of the stability, characteristics that do not seem to fit with the innovative behavior of employees. However, as it also happens with transformational leadership, the results have been inconclusive. It is important to point out that transactional leadership is characterized by a contingent reward scheme in which the leader reinforces the employees' good performance and punishes their deficient work. In this kind of leadership, the leader indicates how he wants the task to be done through the permanent feedback inhibiting innovative behavior. Pietersen et al., (2010) argued that transactional leadership might have a negative influence on the employees' innovative behaviour because this style is more oriented to the employee's performance than stimulating new and original activities. Coherently, Khaola and Sephelane (2013) found that transactional leadership was negatively related to IWB, whereas Boerner et al., (2007) did not find any relationship. Other authors surprisingly have found that transactional leaders also promote the employees innovative behaviour almost in the same way as transformational leadership. They did not find significant differences between transformational and transactional leadership and concluded ass.ccsenet.org Asian Social Science Vol. 13, No. 9 2017 that both styles of leadership positively predicted IWB (Khan, et al., 2012; Riaz, 2009) . It seems that to reinforce and to reward employees' behavior could increase the innovation behavior and improve the quality of their performance (Jung & Sosik, 2002) .
There is a third stance that states that innovative behavior requires combined practices of both, transformational and transactional leadership and that the predominant style will depend on the situation and the contextual characteristics as was stated by Chen and Chen (2007) . This is, when technical experience is required for innovation processes, transactional leadership may be more effective but when the innovation processes emphasize in people, it is necessary to exert influence on others through the motivation to achieve common objectives, transformational leadership could be more appropriate, as it takes into account emotions, values, and the beliefs of collaborators. Thus, to combine leadership practices such as to encourage the autonomy, reward the employees' performance, promote clear objectives, and give support, allow the creativity and innovation (Da Costa, Páez, Sánchez, Gondim, & Rodríguez, 2014; Shafie, et al., 2014) . As can be seen, the effect of transformational and transactional leadership on employee´s innovative behavior remains unclear due to the scarcity of empirical evidence and because the obtained results have been inconclusive.
Based on the above, this research provides additional evidence regarding the relationship between leadership and employees' innovative behavior, thus our first hypotheses are:
H1a: Transformational Leadership is directly and positively related to employee´s Innovative Work Behaviour
H1b: Transactional Leadership is directly and negatively related to employee´s Innovative Work Behaviour
It has been asserted that inconclusive findings could be the result of unidentified variables that could moderate the relationship between leadership and IWB (Kahai, et al., 2003; Pieterse, et al., 2010) . Pieterse, et al., (2010) suggest that to identify these variables may help to understand more clearly this relationship, therefore, explaining the inconsistent findings. In our model, we propose Employee Work Engagement (EWE) as a moderating variable.
Organizational Climate for Innovation (OCI) and Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB)
The organizational climate for innovation (OCI) is a situational characteristic related to IWB, influencing employee's creativity and implementation of new ideas (Yeoh & Mahmood, 2013) . As in the previous case, the relationship between leadership and IWB could be mediated by organizational variables. We have hypothesized that one of these variables is OCI. A positive socio-emotional climate is quite relevant for creativity, when the working teams share a positive effect, is more likely to have new and novel ideas (De Rivera & Páez, 2007) . In addition, autonomy, security and positive relationships perceived by employees are organizational climate features that increase the innovation capability (Da Costa et al., 2014; Thakur, Hsu, & Fontenot, 2012) . All these characteristics are influenced by the leadership practices. It is important to point out that the organizational climate is a measure of how organizational members experience their organizations. It can be understood as sharing employees' perceptions in relation to the organizational environment, including processes, practices, policies, procedures and behaviors that are rewarded and supported in a company. Also, organizational climate perceptions involve feelings, attitudes, and behavioral tendencies, which make sense and characterize organizational experience (Reichers & Schneider, 1990 ).
On its part, the climate for innovation is characterized by norms and organizational practices that value, encourage and reward the changes and innovative initiatives (Scott & Bruce, 1994) . Organizational Climate for Innovation (OCI) is defined as the employees' perception concerning their environment, including a general sense of flexibility to change, recognizing the creativity and providing supplies of resources and time for innovation (Kim & Yoon, 2015) . Also, this environment involves recognition of excellent performance and organizational willingness to experiment with innovative ideas and remarkable tolerance for diversity among their members (Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978) . This kind of climate requires an environment where creative and innovative approaches are supported and encouraged (Martins & Terblanche, 2003) . It was recently found that the organization that has a strong innovative climate is likely to create new ideas, predicting individual innovation in the companies (Übius, Alas, & Elenurm, 2013) . Martins and Terblanche (2003) highlight the importance to identify which should be these characteristics to improve innovation in the organizations because there is little agreement about them and the reported findings have been inconclusive. In spite of this reduced knowledge, some studies have identified that there are some characteristics that facilitate the IWB: giving comprehensive rewards, allow autonomous work, provide training and work feedback (Hartmann, 2006) , support and motivate work teams, promote democratic communication, flexibility and avoid time limits (Dombrowski, Kim, Desouza, Braganza, Papagari & Baloh, 2007 Early studies have indicated that organizational climate factors directly related to work groups increase the innovative behavior in the companies because the IWB emerges in groups of people that share their knowledge (West & Wallace, 1991) . According to this, the quality of interactions between collaborators in the companies for IWB is a crucial topic (Zhou & Shalley, 2003) . Also, it has been observed that the perception of support for organizational innovation and perceived supervisor support was positively related to IWB (Scotth & Bruce, 1994; James et al., 2008; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Janssen, 2005) . Recently, Yeoh and Mahmood, (2013) found a significant relationship between the called pro-innovation organizational climates, quality of the interactions between leaders and collaborators and IWB.
In spite of its importance, the knowledge about the relationship between organizational climate and IWB is still limited. As a consequence, there is considerable interest in identifying the organizational conditions that influence such behavior (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006) . We assume that transformational leaders may influence innovative work behavior because this leadership emphasizes in intrinsic rewards, which have shown a relationship with IWB (Judge, Fryxell, & Dooley, 1997) . Extrinsic rewards that are a common practice by transactional leaders seem to be lesser effective to IWB. Thus organizational climate where innovation is valued, employees experience more work satisfaction, find their work more meaningful and have more positive attitudes towards their company (Übius, et al., 2013) .
Based on the above mentioned we raise the following hypotheses:
H2a: Organizational Climate mediates the relationship between transformational leadership and Innovative Work Behaviour H2b: Organizational Climate mediates the relationship between transactional leadership and Innovative Work Behaviour
Organizational Absorptive Capacity (OAC) and Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB)
Organizational Absorptive Capacity (OAC) is currently gaining more interest due to its importance for the survival of companies in an environment highly dependent on change and innovation (Noblet, Simon, & Parent, 2011) . The concept of absorptive capacity emerged in the 1980s in the organizational learning field and is a growing topic of knowledge. Cohen and Levinthal (1990) defined absorptive capacity as the ability to learn from external knowledge through processes of knowledge identification, assimilation, and exploitation. Flatten, Engelen, Shakerand, and Brettel (2011) defined absorptive capacity as the companies' ability to recognize new external knowledge, to assimilate it, and to apply it for commercial purposes. Several authors agree that OAC might effectively impact the organization ability to innovate (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997) and this depends on a wide extent on the absorptive capacities of the members of the company, that is to say, employees' innovative behaviour. Absorptive capacity may be related to the individual level and the organizational level. The first case refers to how employees are able to use their own knowledge and mix it with external knowledge. In the second case, organizational level is related to how companies acquire knowledge from external sources and applies it to different levels of the organization in order to produce innovation (Moilanen, Østbye, & Woll, 2014) . For the purpose of this study, this latter approach was assumed.
In a dynamic and turbulent environment, knowledge represents a crucial resource for creating value as well as developing and sustaining competitive advantages (Teece, et al., 1997) . Thus, absorptive capacity contributes to the creation and the development of competitive advantages through the management of external knowledge (Camisón & Forés, 2010) by stimulating strategic management, innovation management and organizational learning (Zahra & George, 2002) . In this last case, both internal and external communication is a source of organizational learning to promote innovation processes (Da Costa et al., 2014) . Internal communication is related to sharing information and ideas in the organization, which requires trust and good relationship between the group and organizational members willing to share knowledge, exchange experiences and discuss new ideas. External communication refers to information exchanges with people outside the company to increase the possibility to develop new ideas and make things in a different way. This kind of communication allows acquiring new knowledge and interpreting it in diverse ways, something that is essential for innovation.
The concept of OAC is based on four dimensions widely accepted and validated in several studies (Flatten, Adams, & Brettel, 2015) . Zahra and George, (2002) depicted these dimensions: 1) Acquisition: refers to the identification and intake of external knowledge relevant to the company, 2) Assimilation: the analysis, understanding, and interpretation of the acquired knowledge; 3) Transformation: existing knowledge is combined with the new one updating the routines) and 4) exploitation: this is related to the commercial application of new knowledge. These authors grouped the four dimensions in two categories: Potential Absorptive Capacity (the first two dimensions) and Realized Absorptive Capacity (the last two dimensions) although Realized Absorptive Vol. 13, No. 9 2017 Capacity is related to outcomes and performance, both are necessary to obtain exceptional organizational results (Zahra & George, 2002) .
Regarding leadership, the transformational style has been related to absorptive capacity, however, few studies have examined the influence of this leadership on innovation processes, our knowledge about how this influence occurs is still limited (Sattayaraksa & Boonitt, 2012) . On the other hand, Flatten, et al. (2015) , found that although transformational leadership shows a greater effect on absorptive capacity, transactional leadership exerts effects as well. Thus, according to these authors, transformational and transactional leadership are related to both the Realize and Potential Absorptive Capacity. These authors concluded that it seems that contingent rewards could exert a positive effect even if the leaders do not share their expectations and goals. Likewise, they confirm the additive effect of these leadership styles on organizational absorptive capacity and highlight the importance to have an adequate balance considering the specific national culture. They included national culture as a moderating variable and found that the impact of transactional leadership on Realized Absorptive Capacity was higher in cultures with high power distance.
H3a: Organizational Absorptive Capacity mediates the relationship between transformational leadership and Innovative Work Behaviour H3b: Organizational Absorptive Capacity mediates the relationship between transactional leadership and Innovative Work Behaviour
Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB) and Employees Work Engagement (EWE)
Transformational Leadership is related to the employees' engagement (Zhu, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2009 ) by promoting their own capabilities and potential based on the confidence and support they develop with their followers. Following this author's suggestions, this relation should be seen as a dynamic process and because of that, the effect of leaders on employees is not always the same, as it depends on many factors that could exert a moderating effect on this relationship. Regarding the suggestions of the authors previously mentioned, we tested the moderating role of EWE in the relationship between leadership and IWB. Due to the IWB involvement an individual motivational process, we proposed the employees' work engagement as a moderating variable of the relationship between leadership and IWB. It is important to mention that EWE is conceptually similar to intrinsic motivation, which is essential to create and propose something new. Motivated employees trust in their own ability to achieve, dedicate time and energy in their jobs as it happens with engage employees (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008) . A recent study demonstrates that leadership was related to IWB but mediated by EWE (Gomes, Curral & Caetano, 2015) .
Thus, Individual innovation is manifested when the employees are emotionally involved and motivated with their work because they experience satisfaction and enthusiasm. In other words, when employees are engaged. Work Engagement is defined as a psychological state of involvement, commitment, and attachment related to work (Macey & Schneider, 2008) , a positive affective-emotional state of personal fulfillment and well-being where the employees experience pleasure for their work accompanied by high activation levels (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Roma, & Bakker, 2002; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) . The engagement has three components; vigor (employees exhibited high levels of energy and they want to dedicate time and effort to their work), dedication (characterized by enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge at work that they find significant and meaningful) and absorption (evidenced by high concentration while they do something that they find interesting (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) . Despite the expected connection between employees work engagement and IWB, there are scarce empirical studies that support this relationship (Park, Song, Yoon, & Kim, 2014) .
Usually, engaged employees give all their capability to solve problems, connect successfully with their partners and develop innovation (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008) . It was found that highly engaged employees were more likely to express innovative behaviors than low engaged. Thereby, engaged collaborators have more available personal resources to be involved in innovative behaviors, showing a remarkable performance (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Shalley & Gilson, 2004) . Thus, work engagement could be seen as both an outcome itself and as an antecedent of behavioral results (Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005) . In spite of being influenced by the organizational environment, EWE is an individual variable that depends on a great extent on how employees feel about their work (Park, et al., 2014) . In consequence, EWE was included in our model as an individual variable. In summary, we proposed that engagement moderates the relationship between leadership and IWB. Cronbach's alpha for the whole scale is .84
Climate for Innovation
We used the scale proposed by Scott and Bruce (1994) based in Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) . This scale has two factors or separate dimensions of the climate for innovation: 1) Support for innovation, which measures the individual's perception of their organization, whether is open to change, supports new ideas from collaborators and is tolerant to diversity 2) Resource supply, assess the employee's perception about the organizational resources, whether are adequate. This scale is considered the most useful because is oriented directly on organizational support for innovation. This scale has 22 items, 16 for Factor 1 and 6 for factor 2. Cronbach's alpha for Support for Innovation dimension was .92. For the Resource Supply dimension was .77.
Absorptive Capacity Scale (ACAP)
This scale was elaborated by and it was designed to evaluate a company's innovation process. Comprise 14 items to evaluate four dimensions: 1) Acquisition: Identification and intake of external knowledge, relevant to the company (3 items), 2) Assimilation: Analysis, understanding, and interpretation of acquired knowledge (4 items), 3) Transformation: Existing knowledge is combined with the new one, updating (4 items) and 4) Exploitation: Commercial application of the new knowledge (3 items) (Zahra & George, 2002) . This conceptualization of Absorptive capacity has been validated in several studies (Flatten, et al., 2015) . This scale has demonstrated high reliability in its dimensions. In one research, Flatten, Greve and Brettel (2011) found similar coefficients, (Cronbach´s alpha, .73, .85, .93, and .80 respectively) . In another study, the whole scale shown high Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was .96 and Acceptable convergent validity (Guimaraes, Thielman, Guimaraes & Cornick, 2016) . Finally, the scale has achieved satisfactory reliability for all constructs.
The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)
UWES Scale was developed by Schaufeli, et al., (2002) . This scale comprises 9 items to assess the three engagement dimensions: Vigor, Dedication and Absorption. This scale is scored on a 7-point scale (from never to always). The general UWES scale had good internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha 0.88) and high scores indicate high work engagement.
Results

Descriptive Statistics
The sample was composed of 267 Colombian workers. The sociodemographic characteristics can be observed in Table 1 . The main aspect to highlight is a similar distribution by gender. Almost half of the sample is between 30 and 39 years of age. The participants had manager positions (75.7%) in large companies with national private capital (63.8%). More than half of participants work in service sector companies. Table 2 . Shows the scores obtained by the participants in each scale used. According to the results, the questionnaires demonstrated a high reliability (Cronbach´s Alpha), both in its dimensions as in its aggregated score (from 0.709 to 0.967, minimum and maximum respectively). Note. Range of responses: Innovative Work Behaviour (1 to 7); Leadership factors (0 to 4); Engagement (0 to 6); Climate for innovation (1 to 5); Absorptive Capacity (1 to 7)
Hypotheses Test
Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3a and 3b were tested by six structural equation models (Table 3) . The table shows different indexes of the fitness models: Chi-square (χ 2 ) and both its degrees of freedom (df) as its probability (p), ratio χ 2 /df, Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). In general terms, the results show a good fit of the models, as can be seen in the Table 3 . 
Direct effect Hypotheses
The first hypothesis suggests that leadership has a direct relationship with innovative work behavior. The leadership model used in this research postulates two leadership styles; transformational and transactional leadership whose characteristic are noticeably different. H1a postulates a direct and positive relationship between TFL and IWB, whereas H1b proposes a direct and negative relationship between TSL and IWB. As shown in Figure 2 TFL and TSL exerts a significant effect on IWB (p < 0.001), direct and positive. Thus H1a is supported while H1b is rejected, TSL does not have a negative relationship with IWB. However, it is important to notice that both leadership styles have positive and significant relationship with IWB.
Mediation Analyses Hypotheses
H2 and H3 posited that the relationship between leadership (TFL and TSL) and innovative work behavior is mediated by organizational climate for innovation (OCI) and absorptive capacity respectively. To test these hypotheses, we perform a separate analysis for TFL and TSL for each of them; after that we carry out a Sobel test to probe the mediation effect (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) .
In this regard, H2a and H2b are supported based on two mediated relationships: According to this result we accepted the hypotheses 2a and 2b. This means that OCI exerts a mediation role between both TFL/TSL and IWB. However, it is important to note that the effect is greater when these variables are directly related.
Regarding the H3, the mediator effect of AC on the relationship between leadership and IWB, we conduct two separate analyses for each leadership style (TFL and TSL), H3a and H3b respectively. The results support both hypotheses as follows: These results allow us to accept both hypotheses (3a and 3b). This means that AC has a mediator effect in the relationship between TFL/TSL and IWB. However, it is important to considerer that this effect is smaller in both cases. Likewise, it is important to point out that there are no differences between the two leadership styles assessed. Contrary to OCI, as a mediator variable, AC increases slightly the effect of the leadership over IWB.
Moderation Analyses Hypotheses
Hypotheses H4a and H4b suggested that work engagement moderates the relationship between each style of leadership (TFL / TSL) and IWB. Thus, to test these hypotheses we conduct several hierarchical regression analyses (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995) . According to the results, we did not find this moderation effect neither TFL nor TSL (Table 4) . In other words, EWE does not exert any moderation effect in the relationship between both styles of leaderships and IWB; thus, the hypotheses H4a and H4b are rejected ( Figure  2 ). Nevertheless, it is important to indicate that there is a significant relationship between EWE and IWB. Step 1 p.
Step 2 p.
Step 3 Finally, we suggest that employees´ work engagement, as mediator variable, could influence the relationship between both leadership styles and IWB. Contrary to our expectation, this individual variable does not exert a mediator role. However, the partial relationships among variables were confirmed: Leadership styles are directly related to work engagement, as was found by other authors (Zhu et al., 2009 ). Likewise, we corroborate the relationship between engagement and IWB as previously indicated by Schaufeli & Bakker (2004) and Hakanen et al. (2008) . It seems that employees´ work engagement, as an individual variable, exerts a direct effect on IWB or as Gomes et al. (2015) affirm, a mediated effect. This finding supports the necessity to continue studying the role of work engagement on IWB and its relationship with leadership because, as Park et al. (2014) asserted, there is not enough empirical evidence that supports these relationships.
Practical implications for management
This study has several implications and provides both managerial and conceptual implications. For leaders and managers, these findings give a supported knowledge about how to lead to improve innovative behaviors in their employees, demystifying the overvaluation of transformational leadership as the best way to lead. This study corroborates that both styles of leadership involve practices that can encourage innovative work behaviors although in different ways. Even more, these results suggest that both styles combined might be more appropriate to increase this desirable behaviour in workers, something that should be addressed in further studies. Otherwise, this study shows the importance of providing an adequate organizational environment to individual innovation. Leadership practices influence organizational climate for creativity and this, in turn, has a positive linkage to employees' innovative behavior. Insofar as climate is a worker´s perception, the effect of some leadership practices on climate could change according to culture, so it is important to replicate our proposed model in different countries. Likewise, this study shows that absorptive capacity, as an organizational variable is a very important factor to consider when a company wants to improve the innovative behavior. In this order of ideas, beyond the climate perception, an environment where the innovation is important makes people more likely to generate changes from their own position. Finally, this research indicates that individual characteristics as emotional involvement of workers is crucial to innovate, not as a moderator variable but in a direct way. We found a strong positive linkage between this emotional involvement towards work and individual innovation something that could be considered an exceptional performance in this challenging, changing and highly demanding and globalized world where companies operate. This study provides new empirical evidence to extend the literature in a scarce field of knowledge with important implications for the management area regarding the subject of organizational behavior.
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